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ABSTRACT 

The environmental scanning project at the University 
of Georgia Center for Continuing Education is described. The project 
attempts to identify signals of change in all sectors of the external 
environment. Information resources have been selected from the 
social, technological, economic, and political aspects of the 
environment at the international, national, regional, and state 
levels. A process has been designed to ensure that these resources 
are systematically and regularly reviewed. After describing the 
history, structure, and circumstances leading to the project, details 
are provided of how the structure was established and how the system 
operates to provide strategic direction in organizational and program 
planning. The benefits, costs, problems, and issues experienced in 
about 15 months of operating the system are also discussed. 
?^<periences with the University of Georgia system are also compared 
with those of the University of Minnesota. A scanning taxonomy that 
can be used to classify abstracts produced in the environmental 
scanning process is appended, along with a sample abstract, a list of 
resources being scanned, and a list of issues identified by 
environmental scanning in 1985-1986. (SW) 
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The Environmental Scanning Project at the University of Georgia Center for Continuing Education 

In the past two decades the environment of higher education has become Inweasingly turbulent. 
The accelerating rate and nagnitude of change In every sector of American society have created a "new 
tableau- of higher education (Keller. 1983). For example, there have been nrwjor shifts In the demographic 
nomposHion of student clienteles, a radical restructuring of the tax code, growing criticism of the quality of 
the undergraduate curriculum, and Increasing use of electronic technolctjies resulting in major changes in 
the delivery systems of colleges and universities. 

Given this rapidly changing environment, there has been a decrease in the lead time once enjoyed 
by administrators to analyze and respond to changes In their institution's external environment. Moreover. 
tradHlonal long range planning models, with their Inward focus and refiance on historical data, are weak in 
Identifying extemat environmentr.' changes and assessing their Impact on the organization (Cope. 1981). 
Zlegler , '970). In his analysis of the planning techniques used by American educational organizations, 
concluded that they viewed the external environment as remaining static over time, with relatively few 
variables affecting education. Callan (1986). reinforcing this view, characterized planning in higher 
education as "extrapolations of hst'rtutlonal experience" (p. 2). 

The underlying assumption of such models Is that any future change wfll be a continuation of the 
rate and direction of present trends among a limited number of social, technological, economic, and 
political variables, the Interrelationship of which wRI remain fixed over time. They thus reflect an assumption 
that the future of the Institution wfll reflect the past and present or. In essence, the future will be 
•^rprlse-f ree." We know, however, that this Is not true, and the further we go out into the future, the less 
I will be true. 

Vhat Is needed, as Jonsen (1986) argues, is a method that enables admlnistratore to integrate 
u.iderstanding about various sectors of the external environment, especially as they might be Interrelated; 
a capacity to trai .slate this understanding into the instHutton's planning activity; and a sufffcient priority 
given to the activity to ensure Its translatton into decistons and Implementatton. 

A technkjue has been devetoped In the corporate worid to systematical! / gither and evaluate 
informattoji from the extemat environment-the environmental scanning process (Thomas, 1980). Brown 
and Weiner (1985) define environmental scanning as "a kind of radar to scan the worW systematically and 
signal the new, the unexpected, the major and the minor ( p. Ix). Aguilar (1967) has defined scanning as 
the systematic collection of external Informatton in order to (1) lessen the randomness of information 
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flowing into the organization and (2) provide early warnings for managers of changing exterruil conditions. 
Mor& specifically, Coates (1985) has identified the objectives of an environmental scanning system as: 

• detecting scientific, tedmical, economic, social, and politica! interactk>ns and other elements 
important to the organization 

• defining the potential threats, opportunities, or potential changes for the organization implied by 
those everts 

• prorTX>ting a future orientation in management and staff 

• alerting management and staff to trends that are converging.diverging, speeding up, sbwing 
down, or interacting (pp. 2-13, 14) 

Recent Fiterature in educational planning has encouraged college and university adniinistrators to 
use this process as part of their strategic planning model ( Catlan, 1986; Cope, 1981 ; Keller, 1983; 
Monison, Renfro, and Boucher, 1984; and Morrison, 1985, 1986-87). indeed, a number of cr^lleges and 
universities have begun to develop methods of formally incorporating environmental scanning infonnation 
in planning for the future. Sonnetimas, as is the case at Canto; isville (Maryland) ConvnunHy College or 
Georgia Southem College, this tal^es the form of one or two individuals in the planning or institutional 
research office doing a survey of the available literature (Morrison, 1986). Often this review is 
comprehensive and focuses on oUaining important historical data as well as forecasts in the social, 
technological, economic, and political sectors of the external environment. Periodically, the scan is 
updated. Many times the scan is restricted to one or two sectors of the environment Jonsen (1986), for 
example, cites the scan of the Caiifomia Postsecondary Education Commission as focusing on 
demographic and economic data. Other times the scan is confined to selecting key environmental issues, 
trends, and domains for monitoring. At the University of Minnesota, tha Experimental Team on 
Environmental Assessment (ETEA) identified between 20 and 30 issues to track (Heam and Heydinger, 
1985). Unfortunately, there are few reports in the literature describing these systems, irrespective of the 
fomi they are taking. A search of the literature found Dttle in the way of fliustrating how an educattonal 
organization has actually developed, implemented and used the process to provkie infonnation for the 
strategic direction of the organization. 

The Georgia Center for Continuing Educatton has developed a comprehensive environmental 
scanning project that atterr^ to kientify signals of change in all sectors of the external environment. That 
is, we have selected infonnation resources from the social, technok)gical, economic, and political aspects 
of the environment at the international, national, regional, and state levels, and have designed a process 
to ensure that these resources are systematk:alty and regularly reviewed. To our knowledge, this is the 
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most comprehensive scanning system yet operatin;: ^ a university setting. 

The purpose of this paper is to descrS:e the environmental scannipg project at the University of 
Georgia Center for Continuing Education. It t)egins by descrbing the history, stmcture, and 
drcunristances that ted to the initiation of the pnoiect. What follows is a detailed account of how the 
stojcture was established and how the system operates to provide strategic direction in oiganizational and 
program planning. The paper concludes wtth an examination of the l>enerits, costs, problems and Issues 
experienced in some 15 months of operating the system, and compares the experience of the authors 
with that of the ETEA members at the UnWersity of Minnesota. 

The Setting 

The University of Georgia Center for Continuing Education opened in January 1957. The Center, 
on the edge of the University of Georgia campus, resembles a small residential college unto teetf , with the 
major exception that the "students** are adults and stay in residence only a few days to a few weeics. That 
is to say, the three divisions of the Center-instmctional sendees, telecomnrtunications and media services, 
and hotel and operating services-provide adult students an environment in which to learn, sleep and eat 
under one roof. Additionally, the Center offers programs across the state and beyond its borders. During 
the 1985-86 academic year, approximately 100,000 adults were sen/ed by some 245 full-time Center 
faculty and staff as welt as by the part4ime instnjctional efforts of several hundred professors on the 
University of Georgia faculty. 

In August 1983, a new director was appointed succeeding a person who, at that juncture, was only 
the second director in the 26 year history of the Center. The new director was an organizational outsider, 
not having previously been a meniMr of the Center nor of the Univorsity of Georgia. In order to team 
about the organization's culture and to facilitate pe.-sonal and organizational renewal, the new director 
initiated a series of in-service planning seminars for staff, and commissioned external reviews of each 
division of the Center. The charge to the planning participants was to develop a mission statement for the 
Center, and objectives for the operating units. The expectation was that discussions focused around 
strengths/weaknesses, the mission, and the future of the Center would facilitate organizational 
development and renewal, including team building across the three divisions. 



4 



5 



Environmental Scanning 



Fstahlkhln^ithft System 

As part of the professtonal development activity of the seminars, external consultants were 
enployed to discuss the role of environmental scanning In strategic planning. In their seminars it was 
stressed that iK>t only could environmental scanning sen^ as a major source of Infonnatlon for the 
strategic planning process, but ft also had a numlwr of ancillary consequences In line with the objectives of 
Individual and organizational renewal. For example. Individuals sen/Ing as scanners evaluating what they 
read. saw. and heard In tenns of the ImpSftations for the organization not only would become more 
knowledgeable about what was happening In the external environment, but also viwuW become more 
future oriented. Furthemwre. when these scanners Interacted .vfth cofleagues about the Implications of 
changes In the external environment, they would not only reinforce a future orientation, but they would 
also enhance team building. Correspondingly, by focusing on the Implications of the external 
environment for the organization as a whole. Individuals would see the "Wg picture." f acllttate 
communication, reduce protection of "turt ." and Increase receptlvfty for organizational change. 

For these reasons, and because the seminar participants demonstrated Interest In the prospect of 
being Involved In environmental scanning, the management team commissioned an aH day workshop on 
environmental scanning In June 1985. This woriahop was viewed as a pivotal experience for Center 
leadership and staff. Would the Initial enthusiasm prevafl? WouW the benefits of environmental scanning 
to strategic planning seem worth the extra effort of aigning-up as a scanner? Woukl there be enough 
volunteers io justify the time and expense of s pfiot effort In environmental scanning? 

A memorandum from the director to the staH billed the wori<shop as a voluntary activity, one last 
opportunfty to exptore environmental scanning before being asked to commit oneself to becoming an 
official scanner. Forty-three persons. Including the director, associate directors, assistant directors, 
mcrnbers oi the professional staff, and several secretaries, partfcipated in the woritshop. The purpose of 
ttie woritshop was to team about environmental scanning and its relationship to strategfc planning. 
Parttelpants wer« urged to como to the woritshop with a Bsl of trends and emerging Issues that they fait 
wouM affect the AJture of the GeofQia Center. It was Intended that the worttshop vwuW facilHate the 
transfer of IndivkJual participants' knovi/ledge of the external environment to knowledge that could be 
acted upon by the organization. Moreover, ft was hoped that the wori^hop woukl generate enthusiasm 
for establishing an approach to systematteally seeking indicattons of wiange in the external environment 
and using this Infonnatton to assist the Center plan for the future. 
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As anticipated, the workshop experience succeeded In building enthusiasm to establish and 
participate In the system. For some, this was an opportunity for each staff member's Individual reading to 
make a concrete contributton to planning for the Center's future. Also, environmental scanning promised 
to provkJe a rich pool of programming Meas tied to trends and emerging Issues. For others, environmental 
scanning Indicted a change In management style In the direction of participatory management. For the 
Center's management team, staff endorsement of environmental scanning meant that a full-btown 
strategfc planning model coukl be used to supplement more tradittonal assessments. The familiar 
discusstons of organizational strengths and weaknesses would now be flavored with consWerattons of 
external threats and opportunities. 

Prolent Stnirtdm 

The environmental scanning activity of the Georg'* Center is organized as a project of the C-enter 
director's office. (See Figure 1). The director serves as project director, and the assistant to the director 

Insert Rgure 1 about here "" 



senses as the project manager. There are two review commftteai: the Environmental Scanning 
Evaluation Comnf)ittee (ESEC). consisting of volunteer scanners from each of the three divisfons; and the 
Strategfc Planning Executive Committee (SPEC). SPEC consists of tfw director, associate directors, 
assistant directors, the marketing and communicattons offteer, a telecommunicattons representative, a 
facilities representative, and the assistant to the director, whr as project manager, serves as liaison 
between the two committees. 
Scanning TflYonnnTy 

TTw scanning taxonomy is structured broadly In order to reflect the entire scope of the external 
environment. The nrajor purpose of the taxonomy is to be able to classify abstracts produced in the 
environmental scanning process, thereby facilitating retrieval of the abstracts. At the Center, several 
opttons were considered: (1) adopt IniQlQ an existing taxonomy such as the one developed by the 
Trends Analysis Program (TAP) of the Anwrican Council of LMe Insurance Companies or the taxonomy 
devetoped by United Way of Anr»rica; (2) develop an original taxonomy; or (3) meW the Initial list of critfcal 
trends and events produced In this woritshop with the environnwntal scanning taxonomies used by TAP 
and United Way. Optbn three was selected; In addition, the dassificatfons used to report Center activities 
were added. The result was a wWely ranging taxonomy, because the scope of adult and continuing 
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education is broad, particularly when viewed within the context of the mis-'- n of a larxl grant university. 
Also, the Center has to keep :i^reast in such diverse areas as hotel and food service management; 
conference/seminar development and management; the 'Iraining*' phenomenon spawned by 
government, business and industry as well as professional associations; program developnr)ent advances 
in areas in which the Center can utilize UGA faculty expertise; and technology advances in instructional 
delivery systems. In addition, it was hoped that the system would eventually be computerized; therefore, it 
was important to have a carefully defined retrieval system. 

This taxonomy was important in iauncNng the pro)ect, in that the structure it provided enabled the 
project manager to organize the abstracts atong trend lines and specific topics of concem in higher 
echx:ation. I^ever, it was soon obvious that some scanning "finds" were not easily coded according to 
the taxonomy. Therefore, the project nruunager began a master Kst of changes and additions to be 
included in a revision during the second year of the project. A page from the current taxonomy is 
displayed in Figure 2. 

Insert Rgure 2 about ^»re 

Assignment of InfQrmatiQn ResourcftS 

Assigning scanners specific materials for regular review and analysis provided a measure of 
confidence that many "blips" on the radar screen would be spotted. In collaboration with the Center 
librarian, a Dst of continuing information resources to be scanned was initiated, faxduding journals, 
magazines, newspap^^, and newsletters, and the list was nurtched to the preferences of scanners who 
were already reading the sources or who wanted to read them. 3ome 1 00 information resources were 
identified and assigned (See Figure 3). In addition, scanners were encouraged to do %vild card" scanning 
(i.e., to be alert for any infonnation from other than their assigned sources, that would have implications for 
the Center). Therefore, scanners periodically turned in abstracts of cartoons, ladio and TV programs, 
sessions at professional conferences, and even recent books. 

Insert Figure 3 about here 

Training Scanners 

In August 1385, two training sessions were held for those employees who volunteered to t>e 
scanners. Scanners leamed that their primary task was to Mentify objective descripttons of the current 
external environment and to SdentKy signals of potential change. The concepts used in scanning (i.e., 
trend, event, and emerging issue) have been defined as foltows (Morrison, 1987): 
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• A trend is a series of social, technotogical. economic or polKical characteristics that can usually be 
estimated and/or nteasured over time. It is a statement of the general direction of change, usually gradual, 
long term change, reflecting the forces shaping the region, nation, or society in general. Trend 
Wormation may be used to descrbe the future. Identify emerging issues, or project future everts. For 
example. In 1970. 35% of married women were In the labor force; by 1980 this percentage had risen to 
49%. 

• An went is a discrete, confinnfcble occurrence that makes the fiiure different from the past. An 
event would be. "Federal funding for student financial aid Is reduced by 50%." 

• An emerging Issue is a potential controversy that arises out of a trend or event that may require 
some fomi of response. For example. "Litigation as measured by the number of law suRs per year in 
American society Is Increasing." An imntediate consequence of this trend is substantially higher liability 
Insurance for colleges and universities. An emerging consequence arises from a tendency of state 
legislatures to protect the public by requiring licensure of an Increasing number of occupations. Including 
perkxllc "updating" of credentials. This consequence implies an enhanced opportunity for the expansion 
of programming In continuing professional/occupational education. 

Scanners were Informed that they were scanning to anticipate political, economic, technological 
and social changes. In order to facilitate the Georgia Center's planning and policy fonnulatlon. Therefore, 
the Instructions were to seek signals that indk^ed departures from expected futures and to monitor 
essential trends. SpecHteally. the scanners were requested to ask themselves if the Hems: 

1. represented events, trends, developments, or Ueas never before encountered 

2. contradteted prevtous assumpttons or beliefs about what seemed to be happening 

3. coukJ be linked to other abstracts previously written or seen 

4. contained polls or forecasts by experts 

5. contained 8tatistk:al descripttons graphteally describing changes 

At the Georgia Center, all scanners also sem as abstracters. H was recognized that scanners might 
be rekjctant to spend the time required to write abstracts. However, requiring scanners to wiite tl.e 
abstracts thenwelves had the advantage of having indivWuals virho read the artfcles also devetoping the 
Impact assessnv^ift. and Implk^ttons that lay behind their kJentlfylng the artksles In the first place. 
Furthemiore. It Is partkxjiariy hnportant for sentor level people to submit itrpact assessments of the 
Informatton they send to the director's offfce. 

Scanners were Infomied that the lead sentence of an abstract shouW be a response to these 
questk)ns: "If I hac« only a few minutes to descrbe this artfcle to a colleague, what wouW I say?" "What is the 
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most important idea or event that indicates changer Responses to these questions were followed by a 
one paragraph explanation. Whenever posstole. statistical data were included. The summary was limited 
to no more than one-half page of single-spaced, typewritten copy, since the scanning evaluation 
committee must deal wdth some 60 to 120 infonnation Items per quarter. This review is made easier when 
abstracts are contained on a single page. The Implications section is the last section d the abstract. Here 
scanners were asited to respond to the question. "How wHI the infonnation in this article affect the Georgia 
Center* programs or managemenir (See Rguro 4 for an example of an abstract submitted by a Center 
scanner.) 

Insert Figure 4 about here 



The Svsfpm in Qfwp^'fln 

The previous section describes the essential components of any environmental scanning project 
and the way In which they were developed by the Georgia Center for its purposes At this point, it is 
possible to visualize parts of the whole-as a model for any organization. There is a project director to 
oversee the entire process. There are scanners who are scanning, rsading. and abstracting articles from 
assifiJed publications. There is a project manager, receiving, reading, and coding abstracts. There are 
two committees, both responsWe for analyzing the data (abstracts) in tenns of inplications for strategic 
planning. 

This section describes the procedures by which these components are coordinated once each 
quarter to obtain organizational consensus as to tiie nxst pressing threats and opportunities implied in the 
abstracts developed in the Georgia Center. We win niustrate this process, paying particular attention to 
describing some of the trends, issues, and events that have surfaced thus far and llustrating the way they 
were used in the Georgia Center's strategic planning process. 

The Sched ule 

In the last three weei<8 pf the system's quarterty operating cycle, a tightly coordinated series of 
events, activities, and conwnlttee meetings focus on infonnation collected during the quarter, in the first 
weel<, all abstracts submitted since the last quarterty review cyde are reviewed by the project nwinager, 
who then synthesizes them into a coherent reference called a "Strategic Planning Woritsheet." (See 
Figure 5.) in essence, this preliminary analysis categorizes the abstracts under general statements 
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Insert Figure 5 about here 



relcted to trends, issues, or events. These statements, refen-ed to as **strategic thinking stimulators," are 
paired with thumbnail summaries of all pertinent abstracts.^ 

The Evahjatten Commhlee Meeting 

In the teoorxl week, the project manager chairs a meeting of the Environmental Scanning 
Evaluatton Committee (ESEC). As n>entk)ned prevkxisly. all Georgia Center scanners who do not serve 
ori the Strategk: Planning Executive Committee (SPEC) form the pool from whkh ESEC members are 
solicited each quarter. The purpose of nrutking membership voltttary Is to encourage partk^lpatton of all 
staff meiTt>er8 in the Qeorgia Center^ strategic planning process. The nunnber of staff members 
partk^ipaiing in this committee has range i from 14 to 25 over the past six quarters. 

The ESEC meeting begins with committee members independently reviewing a copy of the 
"Strategy Plannhg Worksheet." They are instnicted to kJentify on a tally sheet Mven or eight strategic 
thinking stimulators (approximately one-third of the nunnber produced each quarter) that have the most 
client impncattons for the Qeorgia Center. (Thirty minutes is aHowed for this step.) Then, in round robin 
fashton, noembers pubOcly cast one vote for a stinrulator they oonsMer important to the Center. The tally is 
recorded on a flip chart during each round. This process continues until each nr>ember of the group has 
exhausted his or her altocated quota of votes. Through a modified nominal group technk)ue. the top four 
issues are then discussed by the committee. The primary purpose of this activity is to dartfy, focus, or 
expand the is.nues as they relate to the Qeorgia Center and to make recommendattons for the strategic 
planning process. 

The Strategic Planning Exe cutlvft Committee Meeting 

After ESEC's meeting, the project nruinager initiates SPEC*s fonnal review of the ^Strategic 
Planning Worksheets," and the quarter's abstracts. The project manager delivers to each SPEC member 
the "Stralegk: Planning Worksheets,* a voting form, and all abstracts collected that quarter. As the 
anonymous votes come in from SPEC members, the project manager tallies the results. When all votes 
are tallied, the project manager generates a comparison of the top six Issues surfaced by ESEC and by 
SPEC (see Figure 6), and delivers the evaluation committee^s written report to SPEC members. 
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Insert FiQure 6 about here 



The Strategic Planning Executive Committee meets In a ha»-day session. The first order of 
business Is to formulate an update on the action agenda set by SPEC In previous meet'ngs. Planning 
adjustments and a new agenda nwy develop In these discussions. The second order of business Is to 
examine and discuss the final comparteon of ESEC and SPEC votes as to those trends. Issues, and 
events that have the most lcn)llcatlons for the Georgia Center's future. A cmdal concem Is: Are the same 
Issues surfacing from TxrttonHip" as from top<k>wn-? H there are conspicuous differences, what do 

they Indicate to Center managenrant? 

The thW order of business l8 to (flscuss and act upon the three top concerns of ESEC. These 

discussions are always broadened by the perspectives and orlematlons of SPEC members. ESEC 

recommendations may be adopted. modHled. or rejected (wftWr Ihe context of the Center's overafl 

strategic plan), or SPEC may generate an aliamate solution. Finally. SPEC discusses and acts upon those 

concerns uppermost In SPEC'S assessment and not Identified by the ESEC. 

pQgt-Analys^ FqIIqw-Uo 

Th»e three-week flurry of scanning activity, which once a quarter concentrates the efforts of thirty to 
forty scanners In the arena of analysis, concludes with the SPEC meeting, rtowever. at this stage, much 
remains to be done In toBow-up. the premise being that environmental scanning Wormatlon should be 
widely dtesemlnated throughout the organbatlon and that everyone ahoukJ be dear about results and the 
action i«enda thai may f^e been set. A memorandum from the Director to SPEC aummr izes SPEC'S 
quarterty deOberatlons and the action assignments thai were made. A memorandum from the project 
manager to the evaluation committee Is used to transmH a copy of the director's memorandum to SPEC, 
the evaluation committee's written report to SPEC, and the comparison of top concerns voted by SPEC 
and the evaluation comntittee. 

As noted earlier, an abstracts, articles, and written reports are deposHed In the Center library for use 
of staff ; check-out of materials is permlt^c k^oreover. stah members are encouraged to use the 
environmental scanning materials In considering their program Implications. In addition, within each 
quarterty cycle, the project manager compiles and distributes to an Geotgl? Center employees an 
environmental scanning novtfsletter. Loolcotrfs (See Figure 7). Most of the material for Lootouts 
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insert Figure 7 about here 



is gieaned from abstracts and summarizes national, regional, state and local issues, included In each 
edition are the top strategic concerns identified during the quarter by SPEC and the Evaluation Committee 
as wan as programming ideas identified by scanners.^ Each issue concludes with an adcnowledgment of 
ail scanners whose scanning "finds" were tp i. 

Thfl System Restx)fxfs 

From September 1985 until April 1987. the environmentai scanning project at the Georgia Center 
identified a number of issues viewed as critical for some dimension of the Center's operation. For 
example, both SPEC and ESEC evaluated such issues as the increasing demands for child care on 
coliege campuses, accommodation of management to values and aspirations of "l>aby boomers," adult 
illiteracy, increasing buying power of senior citizens, and the rapid expansion of \fC9s in American homes. 
Examples of issues idenHfied during the first 18 months are summarized in Figure 8. 

Insert Figure 8 about here 

Two examples illustrate how infonnation identified in the environnftantai scanning process has been 
used in developing strategic (firection for the Center. The first example deals with the organization's 
perceived need for freedom to experiment, innovate and faH. whOe seeking to renew the organization's 
creativity. The second example focuses on Irjman resource doveiopment, both as a programming option 
tor the Georgia Center and as a needed in*house activity for the professional development of staff. 

In the first exanple dealing with innovation and creativity, scannere submitted a rwmber of articles 
that were grouped by the project manager under a strategic thinking stimulator called "organizational and 
personal renewal as on-going components of strategic planning." One article addressed the issue of an 
organizatton's faHing victim to its own historical success and not planning appropriately for the future (Hirsh. 
1986). In another abstract, Peter Dmcker was quoted as stating, "Innovatton Is the specific function of 
entrepreneurship. whether in an existing business or a public service Institution. . . " (1986. p. 67). He 
went on to describe innovation as a disorderly and unpredictable process that must be facilitated by 
managere who frequently prefer order and predictability. An artk:ie by Quinn (1985) stressed that 
successful entrepreneurs, inventors, and aeators tend to b:* Ipossessed" and demand flexibility and 
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quickness, unencumbered by committee approvals and bureaucratic delays within the organization. Other 
abstracts discussed "idea entrepreneurs." Kanter (1986) argued that middle managers should be 
"reshaped" as planners, strategists and project leaders. Deets and Morano (1986) described how the 
Xerox Corporation encouraged high risk and innovation. Katz (1986) concluded that current management 
thinking maintained that administrative and managerial skills in technical, conceptual and Injman relattons 
areas were not in-bom, but oouM be devetoped with help and the opportunity to learn by doing. The 
inplk;atk>n of these abstracts was that the Center needed to provkte freedom to experiment, in order to 
stimulate creativity and entr^eneursh^. 

The Evaiuatton Comn^ee's discusston and review of the literature represented by the abstracts led 
them to focus on the concept of a "skunk works," as a needM ' nanagement concept at the Georgia 
Center. This idea, ptoneered by the Lockheed Corporation, had pennitted groups of workers to 
experiment on anything to whk^h their imaginatk>ns led them. Unencumbered by demands for 
accountability, the process tiissumed that innovation wouU occur in an environment free of restrictk>ns on 
experimentation. The evaluation committee recommended in its report to SPEC that the Center adopt a 
"skunk works" approach. 

There was much discusston of the recommendation in the SPEC meeting. While the majority of 
committee members saw the importance of Innovation, creativity and the need to experiment in Jhe 
organization, they wanted more structure than was present in a "Skunk works." The result of their 
discussions was a rscommendatk>n to the director that the Center adopt a plan to provide internal grants as 
bwentives for experimentation. These grants woukt be awarded on a cotr^titive basis and wouk) be 
v>ewed as seed money; failure wouM not be "the kiss of death." 

in the second example, the method of dealing with an issue MentKied in the scanning process 
differed dramatk»lly from the first. Both committees dr jcussed human resource devetopment (HRD) in an 
effort to define it and use it at the Center for program and organizattonal renewal. The evaiuatton 
committee focused on a number of abstracts grouped under the strategic planning stimulator questton, "is 
HRD, rather than tradlttonal continuing educatton, the wave of the futurer It concluded that Vt.\s questton 
had important implicattons for the future of the Center. Scanners riled the "Nattonal Report on Human 
Resources" (American Society for Training and Devetopment, 1986), virtik^ Indicated that Congress 
apparently favored an integrated approach to HRD. For example, the House of Representatives was 
oonsktering the Nattonal Training Incentive Act, while the Senate was constoering the Educattonal Training 
and Partnership Act. Training targets in both proposed Acts included entry level emptoyees, middle aged 
women, welfare recipients, the disadvantaged and the dislocated. Congresstonal consultation with the 
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Anoerican Society for Training and Development had led to a recomnr^endation for building lifelong teaming 
systems. The goal was to create workplace productivity and nx>re dollar incentives for employers. 
Targeted audiences and issues were viewed by some scanners as critical for a university-based continuing 
education center. Consequently, the Evaluation Committee, over a period of several quarters, continued 
to define HRD issues facing the Georgia Center. SPEC members, however, considered HRD to be an 
umbrella term that bidudes continuing education plus a number of functions once relegated to a 
"personnel ofTicer," such as the development of career tracks, pre-retirement planning, benefits, and 
professtonpl and personal counseling. Consequently, they dkJ not choose to pursue the matter further. 

The articles Uentified in the environmental scanning process, their evaluation by ESEC, and the 
dtscusstons of the issue at the SPEC quarterly meeting, however, did influence the director to the extent 
that he became convinced of the importance of HRD as a programming thrust. He felt that not only shouki 
HRD-focused training efforts be designed by the Center programming staff, but that HRD contained 
important elements for the personal and professtonai health of the Center's employees. Subsequently, 
after further discussions with sentor staffers, he initiated a realtocatton of personnel resources to begin a 
new program effort in the human resources development area. Thus, the scanning process generated a 
topic of considerable interest to one element of the organizatton, but an Interest that could not be 
sustained initialty for senior management other than in the director who, in this case, chose to act because 
of the persuasive arguments from colleagues on the Evakiation Committee. 

Costs of Operating the {System 

The costs of operating an environmental scanning program may be discussed in temis of personnel 
time, scanning resources, printing and copying expenses, and computer support. Whife these costs may 
vary wklely, depending upon the design of an environmental scanning project, extrapolatk>ns from the 
Georgia Center experience should prove helpful. 

The greatest expense incuaed is in staff thne. The project manager spends half-time on 'his task. 
As mentioned above, there is an intense three-week period of preparation for the quarterly meetings of 
the two analysis committees, during which the project manager wori<s full-time. In Edditton, edHIng and 
producing the newsletter. Lookouts , requires full-time commHment for a week, ea jh reporting period. 
Periodk: responsibilities of the manager include (1) receiving, reading, and coding abstracts; (2) 
conducting nrx)nthly one and one-half hour meetings wHh one or two representatives of the Evaluation 
Committee during whk:h recently submitted abstracts are examined for emerging strategic and 

14 



o J5 

ERLC 



Environmental Scanning 



programming concerns; (3) scanning and abstracting articles; and (4) answering inquiries regarding 
environmental scanning. 

It is less easy to judge other aspects of personnel time that go o the environmental scanning 
project. Most scanners assume responsibility for two publications; a few hardy souls also scan one of 
several daily newspapers on the resource fist. The time they spend in abstracting is difficult to assess. For 
instance, a simple news item with a dear-cut impication for the Georgia Center could be abstracted in thirty 
minutes. At the other extreme, a lengthy article yielding several interioddng implications for the Center 
might require an hour or more to prepare. Scanners who elect to participate in quarterly 
abstract-assessnoant meetings must block their calendars for a half-day. SPEC members spend an 
additional one to two hours assessing and voting on abstracts prior to their quarterly meeting. Rnatly . 
although scanning and abstracting are regarded as important activities for the Center and for individual 
professional devetopm^^nt, they never take precedence over operational job assignments. 
Consequently, many scanners elect to scan and abstract after hours. 

Costs related to environmental scanning of continuing resources (magazines, journals, newsletters, 
and newspapers) have been minimal, in that the Georgia Center is one of several campus k>catk3ns for 
satellite facilities of the University of Georgia's main library. The annual ibrary budget has proved adequate 
to add the few resources not already subscribed to. Of course, costs for subscriptions could be 
substantial for any organization without these facilities. 

Operating an environmental scanning system requires access to copying facilities. Approximately 
100 abstracts with a copy of the accompanying artide are received each quarter. The abstracts are copied 
for the three SPEC notebooks reviewed by individual SPEC rnembers each quarter, in addition, 75 copies 
of the "Strategic Planninj; Worksheets" are needed abng with 200 copies of Lookouts. Extra copies are 
often produced for use in environmental scanning presentaltons and as enck>sures to letters responding 
to inquires aboirt environmental scanning. These costs have proven rrdnimal in this project, because the 
Center has printing and copying facilities available in-house. They wouk) be somewhat expensive, 
however, if the organization had to secure these sen^ices externally. 

Evaluation 

in January 1987, the 43 initial participants in the environmental scanning project wero sent 
questionnaires asking them to evaluate (1) their partk^ipatton in various aspects of the project, (2) the ability 
of their colleagues to analyze trends, issues, and events, (3) the benefits of the project, and (4) their 
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recommendations for Improving the project. 

Thirty-Mw participants responded (74%). Nine respondents reported submitting from 4-1 0 
abstracts, and six respondents reported submitting over 1 1 abstracts during this period. Nine did not 
submit any abstracts during the first year of the project. Eight respondents submitted between or»e to 
three abstracts. Many respondents wrote that the lack of time was the primary deterrent in their 
participation. 

With respect to participation in quarteriy ESEC meetings, nine respondents attended ali of the four 
meetings held In the first year of the project, eight attended at least one of the meetings, and six did not 
participate &t aH. (Again, these respondents blamed lack of time or schedi-ling conflicl for interfering with 
participation.) Of those who participated in the meetings of either SPEC or ESEC, most thought that 
quarteriy meetings were appropriate, and almost every respondent t^.ought that the procedures used in 
these meetings were very helpful. 

When asked to evaluate the skill of the group in which they partteipated (ESEC or SPEC) with 
respect to analyzing trends, issues, and events, the vast majority of respondents (74%) judged this skill to 
be only average. Lack of experience was given as the primary reason for this evaluation; there was a 
perceived need for nx>re training in selected futures research methods. 

Respondents were asked to evakiate the "feed-back" k)op used in the project (i.e., ESEC fonvards 
Its concerns and recommendations to SPEC, and SPEC sends a summary of its discusston back to 
ESEC). Ail SPEC members and 62% of ESEC respondents saw the feedback k>op as a benef Kia! 
process. Those who dW not check "benefidar were asked to conrmient. One respondent thought that 
there was "mostly Hp senrice to analyses and conclusions." Several others recommended a joint meeting 
of the two committees after both had analyzed that quarter^ abstracts and strategic planning woritsheets. 

Respondents were then asked to rank order five specific "benefits" of the project and to Wentify 
others not specified on the questtonnaire. The rank order of benefits was as foltows: (I) provides 
assistance in linking the Center's future to external threats and opportunities; (2) provides usefu! 
programming suggestions; (3) fostere cross-divistonal oommunteatton and understanding; (4) enhances 
staff devetopment; and (5) results in the newsletter, Lookouts. Contributed "benefits" centered on such 
things as assisting management to keep infomned of new devetopments. Mentifying mariieting 
opportunities, provkiing for wkle particlpatton in planning the Center's future, enhancing strategk; 
planning, enhancing the Center's reputatton as a leader In continuing educatton, and facilitating personal 
devetop.nent. 

Respondents were then requested to make an overall evaluation of the project. Out of 30 
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participants wtio responded to this question, 16 (53%) noted that the project was %vell worth the time and 
effort * 13 (43%) noted that it was "probably worth the time and effort,** and one person said that it was ""not 
worth the time and effort.** Seventy percent of the SPEC membeis voted that the project was "Veil worth 
the time and effort,** thirty percent voted that it was "probably worth the time and effort.** 

Rnalty> respondents were requested to make specific suggestions for improving the system. 
Several respondents commented that the information sources currently used should be reevaluated and 
new sources Uentified, particularly non-print sources such as conferences, radio, and TV. Others 
reported a problem in findng time to participate in scanning, writing abstracts, and evaluating abstracts. 
C.ie person suggested ttiat **ghost-writers** be employed to write abstracts of articles identified by 
scanners; another suggested that lead scanners** be identified (and rewarded) to write the majority of 
af^tracts witii assistance from everyone identifying articles to be abstracted. One respondent said, 
**lnvolvement in t!id scanning process should be an integral part of each employee's }ob, noi an add^n 
volunteer effort.* 

Several convnents bidicated tension between members of SPEC, the formal leaders of the Center, 
and other staff nnembers. For example, a SPEC member, said, **l beReve that SPEC has demonstrated an 
unwillingness to consider suggestions or criticir :ns from IHEM* as attempts to be constructive. Unless 
SPEC discovers some way by whic* ) it can develop objective views of information coming from the outside 
. . . and can treat that information witti respect, I fear ti)6 effort is doomed.** Another respondent 
reconvnended inviting tiiose who volunteered to participate in evaluation committee meetings to meet 
with SPEC, a recommendation that appeared designed to facilitate communication witiiin the organization. 

Dfecussion 

As Heam and Heydinger (1985) note, several authorities have commented on the difficulties of 
Implementing infonnation systems and forecasting models in colleges and universities (Bloontfield and 
Updegrove, 1982; Kirshling. 1976; Masland, 1983; and Schniedline, 1977). Moreover, in their review of 
ti)e literature, Heam and Heydinger identified a number of constraints to environntental scanning in a 
university environnr>ent. For example, they note that colleges and universities have rather vague and 
diffuse goals, that their environment is iimitiess, that they are loosely couplec!, are resistant to change, and 
require partic^ory governance. Moreover, the organizationai culture of institutions of higher education 
is restrained and rational, and, thus, counter to a planning method that requires tmsting hunches, tracing 
hints in nonacademic and fugitive literature, and piecing together a narrative out of disparate clues from a 
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variety of infonnation resources. Rnalty, not only is environmental scanning timeKX)nsuming and costly, 
but, in the academic culture, it may also be viewed as an attempt to adapt to externally-imposed conditions, 
an attempt that some could interpret as representing a consumer orientation. This might cause 
environmental scanning to receive little or no support from the faculty. 

Given these constraints, it would seem that environmental scanning is an approach that could be 
implemented in a university setting only with great difficulty. However, members of ttie University of 
Minnesota Experimental Team on Environmental Assessment (ETEA) thought that their effort at 
environmental scanning was worth continuing. Furthemnore, they believed that their activities served to 
prod administrators to think in environmentally-sensitive ways, as well as to produce important infonnation 
regarding external developments. 

The Georgia Center for Continuing Education is, as noted above, similar to a college in many 
respects. It has, however, important differences. For example, the director and associate directors 
exercise more \\m authority in managing the programs and direction of the Center than they would it iheir 
titles were president/dean^department head at an independent college. That is to say, tlie Center is not as 
loosely coupled as a college or univer^. Although UGA faculty members teach at the Center on a 
part-time basis, historically they have taken little interest as a faculty body in the governance or 
management of the Center. Therefore, the experiences of the authors thus far in establishing and in 
implementing an environmental scanning system may have to be adjusted to accommodate the culture of 
an independent academic college or :;;niversity. 

It may be instnjctiva to compare an evaluation of the Georgia Center's environmental scanning 
project with the evaluation of the Minnesota project as reported by Heam and Heydinger. For example, 
the evaluatton of the Minnesota project centered around such crucial questions as: Who shouki do the 
scanning? How shouki the effort be organized? What shouki be produced? 

Who Shouki Do the Scanning? 

As noted in the description of the Georgia Canter project, each member of the Center was invited to 
partk^ipate as a scanner. The aitemative wcuki have been to invite selected indivkJuals from each 
functional area. We chose to make parttoipation voluntary, because this was an experiment and was 
instituted not only for the purpose of informing the strategic planning process, but also as a means of 
facilitating personal and professtonal staff devetopment. Consequently, over 40 indivkluals participated at 
various times, and all functtonaJ areas wer^^ represented. 

The Minnesota team wa*" also vokjntary and was composed of six indivkluals. Members of this team 

18 

J9 



Environmental Scanning 



performed the scanning, abstracting, and evaluating. Wtwn asked to comntent on wtio should do the 
assessing, several nrambers expressed concern that too nrHich diversity, or having too many people 
involved In assessment, could be disfunctional (I.e., the voluntary nature of the activity might be too fragile 
to accommodate Inherent tensions or diversity). The authors' experience has been that It was the very fact 
of such a diverse and large number of scanners that has enabled us to expand the number and diversity of 
Information resources regularly reviewed for "signals of change." The procedures and processes used In 
the ESEC meetings have pennitted 14-25 volunteers to function efficiently in the analysis of scanning 
input. 

How Should th ft Fffoft Bft Omanized? 

The Minnesota scanning project and the Georgia Center project were organized differently from 
each other. At Minnesota, the effort was organized to link the identiftoation of core issues for assessnrtent 
and tracking. That is, after brainstomning a list of critical issues, the Minnesota team concentrated on 
scanning infomnatton resources pertinent to the 30 some issues kJentHied in the initial stages of the 
project. 

The scanning effort at the Georgia Center also began w.lh a brainstorming activity to Wentify critical 
trerxls, events, and emerging Issues. However, the purpose of this activity was to use this information in 
developing the scanning taxonomy, and in training scanners. After the taxonomy was devetoped and 
scanners were assigned specific infonnation resources, the focus of the process was to function as a 360° 
radar screen to ptek up any signals of change from the hundred or so resources. Moreover, the scanning 
activity was spread throughout the organization, an organizationai pattern that was rejected by the 
Minnesota team (Heam and IHeydinger, p. 437). 

The Minnesota prajdct also dlHered in its k>cation within the oiganizational stmcture. That is, the 
scanning effort originally began when selected administrators were asked to review literature vls-a-vis 
important trends in the social, technotogical, economic, and politteal spheres. Shortly after this task was 
accomplished, the team was formed. Although the scanning project had the infomial blessing of a senior 
administrator, the proj<>ct was designed, developed and implemented as an Infonnal experiment. In 
contrast, the Georgia Center project is centrally related to the planning process; the director senses as 
project director, and his assistant is assigned half time to manage the project. The Strategic Planning 
Executive Committ'Se carefully considered the infonnation produced by that process in quarterty 
assessment and planning meetings. 
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Placing the environmental scanning project as an official, fonnal part of the organizationp and 
encouraging volunteers to participate, means that the administration must be willing to embrace debate 
over the implications of the information that has surfaced in the process. Of course, as Heam and 
Heydinger note, a number of authorities maintain that a healthy goal for administrators is a willingness to 
errtbrace error and learn from it, rather than avoid it or cover it up (Cohen and March, 1974; Baldridge and 
OMvno, 1 982). At the initiation of the project at the Georgia Center, it was foreseen that encouraging staff 
member ; to identify and abstract infonnation items that had implications for the welfare of the Center would 
produce feelings of "ownership** and responsbility for the direction of the Center, in those staff members. 
It was unforeseen, however, that strong differences of opinion could also be a product of this process, 
particularly since the senk>r management of the Center believed in participatory management and initiated 
a process that encouraged a "bottonvto-top** information flow 

For example, with respect to the examination of the strategic thinl^ing stimulator called 
"organizational and personal renewal as on^joing components of strategic plannir^i," while members of 
SPEC and the evaluation committee viewed the need for renewal and innovation as essential for the 
Center, they disagreed on how to obtain them. Even though a course of ac;;on was decided upon (i.e., 
the incentive grants), the decision process highlighted potentially troublesome differences in 
organizational cutture. 

Most of the SPEC members expressed the viewpoint that innovation, experimentation and 
risl(-talOng were ending fads of life at the Georgia Center, and, therefore, there was no need for a special 
"renewar program. On the other hand, many mentors of the evaluation committee viewed senior 
ntanagenrient as consen^ative and non*risl(-taidng. While SPEC nr)erTt>ers taB(ed of experimentation and 
innovation inherent in the operation of the Center, evaluation committee n)erTA)ers maintained that there 
was no rsliable way in the Center to promote and inplement new ideas. 

Closely associated with this issue was a continuing discussion in SPEC nrieetings related to the 
values of baby boomers and the implications of tnts issue for the management of the Center's workforce. A 
scanning "find** in The Futnrfet ( Deutsch, 1985) focused discussion on the impact of "baby boomers" on 
organizational cultures and how organizations de.^K with their attitudes. Deutsch divided the workforce 
into three broad categories-pre-WorM War 11 (bom in 1926 or before), "TV" or "baby boonf^ers" (bom 
between 1946 and 1964), and "computer babies" (bom from about 1966 through 1975). Each of these 
groups was characterized within specific categories, such as prefen'ed work environment, goals, work 
medium, time values, infomiatton, acculturation, media and consumptton. Those preceding the "baby 
boomers" were viewed as more stmctured and directed toward "getting the Job done for *.ne good of the 
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organization * f-iom *boonr ers* forward, attitudes were focused inore on individual desires and 
increased organizationa! ilexbility. Af the Certter, ttiere were no true pre-Work) War ii employees wtio were 
members Oi SPEC, although several individuab were relatively close. The evaluation comnrtittee had a 
number of TV babies, or "bocmots,** es wen as £ome "computer babies * Consequently, generational 
differences surfaced. That is, the evaluation committee projected a sense that senior management was 
consen^ative and laissez-faire In :ipproac. r;iany SPEC members projected a sense that some staff 
menri>ers had not internalized the work i^^nic. Thus, a scanning issue on ways to develop innovative 
programs underscored and complemetilad an issue important to organizational t>ehavioi . 

What Should Be Produced? 

The Minnesota team emphasized that the "products of the environmental scanning process should 
outline how developing issues viritl affect the institution, its constituencies, stnjctures, and processes, and 
should raise the consciousness of the leadership regarding an issue. Moreover, the products given to the 
administration should be in the fonn of crisp executive summaries directed to facts and altematives, not to 
active recommendations. In contrast, SPEC nuembers were encouraged to examine abstracts as well as 
the evaluation reports produced by ESr .0, reports that included recommendations for action. This 
process has worked well for the Center; but, again, there is a difference in working to detemiine strategic 
diredton of a Center as opposed to a researc^ univek^ity. 

Both the Minr^esota team and the Center project participants felt that the experiments in 
environmental scanning were successful, and produced nrveaa-ngful products. In fact, at the Georgia 
Center, the Infomiation produced In the scanning process has been valued by indivMuals in organizations 
outskte of the Center. R>r exanple, there have been several offers to purchase the existing scanning 
files, and, indeed, encouragenrient to sltare the tnocming information and analyses in contractual 
arrangements on an on-going basis. 

Even with this external endorsement, .{^^nger exists that some believe all management decisions 
are being based upon the scanning process. In realit information from the environmental scanning 
project fomns only one part of numerous data sources fed into the decision-making process. As Jonsen 
(1986) argues, an understanding of the environment and its opportunities or threats should not dictate an 
organization's course of action. Scanning's outstanding virtues are that it pemiHs a systematic review or 
nk)kter file" for the organization of priorities and issues that are deah ^ith over an extended period of Wrne. 
The system provides no "quick fix" or gimmick for management. It requires an intensive amount of wori< by 
a few individuals and some woric by many. It is frustrating and demands the commitment of an invaluable 
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resource-iime. 

Nevertheless, a numt>er of ancillary benefits of the process have been noted. Any group of 
professionals in today's world faces infomiation overload. While the environmental scanning project 
certainly does not expose participants to all the literatare in their domain, it does offer a systematic, formal 
approach to important literature related to the Individuars particular specialization. Although this exposure 
Is uneven in nature, it is a substantial and serious effort to deal with the issues produced by the process, 
both individually and as mennbers of a dedsion-maicing body. The analytical sldlls required by each scanner 
to summarize articles, assess them within the context of the Georgia Center, and promulgate implications 
for the Center, both from programming and organizational perspectives, sharpen professional reading 
skills and analytical abilities, and expand personal lax>wledge. As Heam and Heydinger note, "... by 
turning around ideas and challenging various perspectives on the world, the . . . dialogues reinforce a long 
lost and much valued ingredient into the .. . university* (p. 437). The dialogue contributes to employee 
satisfaction and growth, and thus to organizational effectiveness. 

The environnf)ental scanning project has had an irrpact upon the Georgia Center from several 
perspectives. It has provided a procedure by which professionals at various administrative levels within the 
organization and with differing program responsbilities can make suggesttons to senbr administrators and 
even debate the issues with thent It has already forced management to deal systematk^ally and cyclk^ally 
with issues raised by subordinates as well as peers. The issues that have been raised have spawned rfeh, 
thought-provoking discusstons that ilcely wouki not have taken place without the process. Moreover, it 
has been stirrxjlatlng to devek>p a new approach to planning, even though the methodok>gy is still 
devebplng. 

The Georgia Center is fortunate to have the resources to support a comprehensive environmental 
scanning program. This does not mean that scaled^wn verstons coukJ not be effective in their own right. 
For instance, a small staff of continuing educators might agree to "specialize" in the broad taxonomy 
categories-politteal, economto, technok)gkal, and social. Resources to scan and abstract might include 
the Chronicle of Higher Education, adult and continuing educatton Journals and newsletters, and key 
publk:atk)ns that summarize trends and issues, for example, John Nalsbltts trend letter ar^i Future Survey, 
Bimonthly or quarterly meetings to assess scanning input for organizattonal implk^attons woukl achieve the 
goal of adding a systematto view of the external environment to the planning process.** As Keller (1983) 
says, "We must act, doing the best we can with what we have. IHerodotus and Thuc/dkies wrote the first 
histories without a tkjy method. Environmental scanning too shouk) proceed regardless, adjusting 
regularly to new conditions" (p. 1 58). 
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Environmental Scanning 



Footnotes 

1 When the proiect was initiated, all members of the evaluation oommittea reviewed and discussed the 
abstracts produced in that quarter during a half day meeting. The objective was to ascertain the 
environmental threats and opportunities to the Center suggested by the entire collection of abstracts and 
associated articles. However, the time set aside for this activity was insufficient for thoughtful analysis and 
discussion. Given the busy schedu'iO of staff members, more time oouM not be allocated. Also, although 
all staff members were encouraged to browse in the files at their convenience throughout the quarter, few 
did so. Consequently, the project manager undertook the task of reviewing and categorizing the abstracts 
submitted each quarter. 

^is is the only promulgation of programming kJeas produced in the environmental scanning 
process. Programming is Included on SPEC'S discussk)n agenda only if there is a major allocation or 
realk)catk>n of resources proposed. 
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FIG. 1 

. GEORGIA CENTER FOR CONTINUING EDUCATION 

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL SCANNING PROJECT 
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ASSIGNED SCANNERS USING KEmORDS 

i I i I 

Political/ Economic Technological Social 
Regulatoty 

(Volunteer Scanners From Staff Ranks) 



Note: 

Environmental scanning is organized as a project of the director's office and is a vital 
component of the Center's overall strategic planning model. 
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rtRSV ORAFT/8-I-8S 



ENVIRONMENTAL SCANNINfi TAXONOMY 



ORIGINATION- -DIRECTOR'S OFFICE 



PRCJECT-SCAN--6E0RGIA CENTER FOR CONTINUING EDUCATION^ UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA 





Ij^ The SCAN taxonoay serves to: 

o indicate the paraaeters of active scanning of trends* 

issues^ and events which are of ujor concern in 

strategic planning for the Georgia Center; 

o organize the SCAN hardcopy files (abstracts and 

original references submitted by scanners); 

o organize SCAN Input for computer storage and retrieval 

by taxonomy codes and cross-reference codes* 

3. The taxonomy is a dynamic scanning aid* It will 
change as necessary to better serve strategic planning* 
This first draft is modeled after the United Way taxonomy 
with numerous add it ions /deletions to better reflect the 
Georgia Center* 

3* "Related Subjects" are not all-inclusive * Scanners 
should submit abstracts on any subject that has 
significant implications for the Georgia Center* 

The taxonomy should guide active scanning of all 
continuing resources (print and media)* 
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RELATED SUBJECTS 
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luftECASTS OP OiANCf S TO rOHK 
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FIG. 3 

PROJECT SCAN— GEORGIA CENTER FOR CONTINUING EDUCATION 

1985*86 

Continuing Resources Balng Scanned by Volunteer Scanners 



Adult and Continuing Education Today 

Advertising Age 

Alternative Higgler Education 

Afflerlcan Banker 

American Educator 

American Health 

Athens Banner Berald 

Athens Observer 

Atlanta Constitution 

Business Atlanta 

Business Week 

CAEL News 

Change 

Changing Times 

Chronicle of Hl^er Education 
Communications Age 
Continuum 
Discover 

Education Review 
Education USA 
Educational Technology 
Executive Woman 
Forbes 
Fortune 

Foundation News 
Futurist (The) 

Georgia Business a Economic Conditions 

Georgia Trend 

Georontologlst 

"Green Sheet" (NASULGC) 

Harper's 

Harvard Business Review 
Harvard Educational Review 
Hotel Management 

Journal of Continuing Education 
Journal of Extension 
.Journal of Hl^er Education 
Journal of Home Economics 
Journal of Human Resources 
Lifelong Learning Forum 



Meeting News 

Modem Maturity 

Nalsbltt Trend Report 

National Review 

New Republic 

New Tork Review of Books 

New York Times (Sun. ) 

New Torker 

New Woman 

Me%rsweek 

Office Administration/Automation 

Office Professional 

Ginil 

Fractlcuum 

Psychology Today 

Public Adainistration Review 

Public Management 

Public; Opinion 

Review of Higher Education 

Savvy 

Science News 
Secretary (The) 
Smlthsonieji 
Social Forces 
Society 

Technology Review 
Time 

Training 

Training a Development Journal 
Urban Georgia 
USA ToJay 

U.S. News a World Report 
Wall Street Journal 
Wilson Quarterly 
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m. 4 

ABSTRACT OF CONTINmNG RESOURCE 

Georgia Center Environmental Scanning ProJect--*Director*s Office 

/TAXONOMY CODE (Primary) Cross Ref . Codes: 

Scanner ^s Name Ernestine M> Copas 

Nature of Resource: X Publication C onference/Meeting Media 

THle (Article* Session* Show): Part Time Teachers Turn to Unions to Alter 

Status as "Academic Stepchildren" 

Author/Speaker /Reporter: Scott Heller 

Publication/Conf ./Netvork: The Chronicle of Higher Education 

Date: Jan. 28. 1987 Pages: 1. 12 Vol.: XXXIII No.: 20 

SUMMARY 

Concise (single sp. /typed statement which is understandable without 
reference to the original material) 

On campuses around the country part*time and temporary instructors are 
pushing for power and many see unions as mostly likely the way to get 
results. At issue are salaries* benefits* terms of appointment* and 
measures to dispel their status as "acadesiic stepchildren"^; In a landmark 
effort a union representing some 2*550 lecturers* adjunct professors* and 
temporary factxlty members in the University of California system signed its 
first contact lest year. The contract provides for a more regular system of 
hiring and reappointment. A recently ratified contract in the Massachusetts 
system boosted the minimum salary of part<*timers from $1*800 to $2*800 per 
class. A college that pays a part-^timer $1*500 to teach a class lo%rers 
every professor's worth* Mr. Bledsoe said. The union hopes to see that 
sanior people are rehired first and prraq>tly - decisions that are now left 
to the departments and caucuses. It hopes to minimize situations in which 
sections are canceled a week into a semester because of low enrollments. 



IMPLICATIGNS 

* How might the Georgia Center's programs or management be affected? 

The large number of part-time faculty that are used particularly in 
credit programs would indicate that we need to monitor this trend across the 
nation and develop some contingency plans to head off the need for 
unionisation with our faculty. 



Continue over as necessary 

INSTRUCTIONS : Attach hard copy to abstract and return both to Donna 
McGinty* Director's Office* Room 119* Georgia Center 
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FIG. 5 



STRATEGIC PLANNING WORKSHEET: Spring /Summer *86 
Georgia Center for Continuing Education Scanning Project 
University of Georgia 



Strategic Thinking Stl«ul«tor 



Ab«t»llo» Pile No. Thuabnall Su— ary/I«pllcatlong 



"1 



SHOULD THE CBNTBR NOVB TO ADD 
A PERSONNEL OPPICER? 



186 



P31 



Personnel departaents (and roles) no longer us 
(EEO, OSHA, etc.) b<it also assertively, recognl 
use of people as well as materials. (NY Times) 
nlng finds have pinpointed growing attention tc 
developaent, career tracks, etc. 
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COULD OUR STRATEGIC PLANNING 
EFFORTS GO AWRY? 



Ifi7 
188 



F31 



Some say strat. planning on 5-year spans Is toe 
avoidance of top down planning w/ great leaps, 
growth avail, at lower level where entreprene^ 
(NY Times) (Payne) In this article, Emltal E/ 
scanning has Intuitive appeal to declslon-nali 
as an approach to decision-making remains eii 
ated. (Public Admin. Review) (Weeks) 



IS HUHAN RESOURCE DEVELDPHBNT (HRD> 
THE WAVE OF THE FUTURE, RATHER 
THAN TRADITIONAL CONT. ED. 7 



153 

190 
202 
203 



P21 
P21 
E41 
E41 



Congress Is In favor of an Integrated appro\ 
Training Incentives Act; Senate /Educational 
Act. Training targets Include entry-level e< 
women, welfare recipients, disadvantaged, an^ 
been consulted and rec. building "lifelong le\ 
Goal: greater workplace productivity w/ $ InceV 
(Nat. Report on Human Resources) (Curtis) ServlJ 
will add 9 million Jobs In neyt 10 years. Pool 
usually Cake these entry-level positions will shi 
21Z of labor force to 13Z. Service Industry compit) 
In coping. (Fortune) (Brooks) Service Industrlec 
Georgia's growth, from 373,000 workers In '82 to 
(Georgia Trend) (Shehsne) 



HOW FAR CAN WE PUSH 
FOR-PROFIT ACTIVITIES WITH THE 
GENERAL PUBLIC BEFORE GENERATING 
REPERCUSSIONS? 
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Utah legislator Introduced a bill to^ban all sff 
elementary & secondary schools, from providing / 
private enterprise. Was upset that Utah Technl/ 
taken catering business from his family buslne/ 
(Payne) | 
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COMPARISON OF SPEC & EVALUATION C0MMI7T5E STRATEGIC PLANNING CONCERNS 
Georgia Center Environmencal Scanning Project— Spring/Summer '86 

EVAL. COMMITTEE SPEC 
STRATEGIC CONCERN RANKING RANKING 



212/OBGANIZATIONAL & PERSONAL RENEWAL ARE 1 3/Tie 

OM'-GOING COMPONENTS OF STRATEGIC PLANNING. 
What can and ah^ald be applied froa vfaat'a 
happening in tha outaide world? 

233/WBAT TECHNOLOGIES HOLD THE GREATEST 2 1 

POTENTIAL FOR ENHANCING THE DELIVERY OF 
INSTRUCTION IN THE NEAR TERl? What ahould 
we do to atrengthen our poaition? 

189/IS HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT (HRD) THE 3 No ahow 

WAVE OF THE FUTURE RATHER THAN TRADITIONAL 
CONTINUING EDUCATION? 

226/Laat quartar'a concern in atill preaent: Tie 2/Tie 

WHAT IF THE CONFERENCING COMPETITION WE 
RANDOMLY IDENTIFY IS BUT THE TIP OF AN 
ICEBERG? 



228/ SHOULD THE CENTER SEEK TO EIPAND ITS 
CLIENTELE BY PROGRAMMING FOR A POPULA- 
TION WHICH IT HAS MOT USUALLY TARGETED 
(iCE 55^)? 



Tie 3/Tie 



263/THREE YEARS iVTER "A NATION AT RISK" Tie 2/Tie 

LAUNCHED A MASSIVE REFORM OF THE PUBLIC 
SCHOOL SYSTEM, THE GEORGIA CENTER REMAINS 
HAMSTRUNG IN RESPONDING TO TEACHER-ED 
NEEDS. What can be done & aoon. 



249/GIVEN UGA'S BIOTECH FOCUS, SHOULD No show 2/Tie 

CENTER MANAGEMENT BE TALKING LONG-TERM 
CONTINUING ED w/ BIOTECH VlPa? 
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VoL t No, « «ymNcl>UMMPt, \ >># Editor: Donna McCinty 

^ >^ 

CONTENT H I QHL I aHT> 

f LOOKOUTS 1 1-3 " 

A KMD KAN OF THB KXTKIVML CNVinOrMNT 

• LOOKOUTS 2 5-6 

snumic PiMHHtm oqncom 

• LOOKOUTS 3 ; 7-8 

• PROJECT-SCAN UPDATE 4 



# Vattttml lMOorc#8.«« Th« drtadfol drought of ""$6 is dallvtring a palo* 
I fttl MSMft to manj Gaorglans: watar auppllas eatmot ba takan for grantad. 

I \ CoMldar Atlanta^a fatura^ SooatlM arouod 2010« tha aayan-county 
f ) Atlanta Mtropolltan araa will boaat a population of 3.6 Bllllont eraatlng 
J ^ davaad for aora vatar than tha Chattahoochaa tlvtr or tha luford Daa 
raaarwlr can provida. (About 430 alllloii gallona a day vlll ba oaadadO 
What can ba donar 4 ra^agulatloii dam la cooaidarad tha praf arrad cura by plannars 
and local goiramaant offlclala* It would ba built 6«5 mLUn down tha Chattahoochaa 
from Laka Lanlar and would catch watar ralaaaad frow Buford Dam to ganarata powar, 
i»ro5rldlng an additional S3 wllllon gallona par day for uaa of wttro rasldanta. 
onaarratlonlata ara witholdlng JudgMnt pandlng tha findings of a thraa^yaar study 
dua out latar this yaar. 



a High Tach.** Vlthin tha nast tan yaars* could Gaorgla bacor^a tha hosM of ona of tha 
world'a nost gigantic, cowplax. and Intriguing projacts In phjalca rasaarch? At tha 
aowantt it's not high on tha aganda of tha govamor nor haa It craatad such anthuslasa 
on tha part of tha chancellor of tha Unl varsity Systaw of Gaorgla. Hovavar, a band of 
plpadraaMrs lad by Paul llbart. a physlca profassor at Middla Gaorgia Collaga, Is 
working hard to saa that Gaorgia wins out In tha flarca cowpatltlon. 

Tha prlaa is a auparconducting suparcollldar (SSC) t a gigantic partlda accalarator 
daslgnad for rasaardi into tha origin of wattar sAd anargy. In tha course of 
siwulating condltlona at tha point of tha creation of tha univarsa, tha origin of mass 
say ba axplaiaad. All tha action would happen 30 feet underground in a concrete 
tunnel about 60 wiles in circuwferenca. Inside the 12 foot dlaaater tunnel, proton 
beans traveling in opposite directions would collide at energies 20 tines higher then 
ever before achieved. Cooling would be provided by 2,000 gallons of water per minute; 
electricity required daily would ba 2S0 Mgawatts. 

Prof eaaor Elbert believes Laurens and Dodge counties provide the optliaim Georgia 
alte for the $6 billion dollar project* Above ground, farming could continue. There 
would ba elu3^ers of SSC^aasociated buildings, resembling a small college campus. Up 
to 3,000 people would be employed* 

The newtlener ol the ENVIRONMENTAL SCANNING PROJECT o^ the 
Georgia Cemer for Continuing Education, The University of Georgia. Athens. Georgia 30602 
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EXMPLS8 OF ISSUES StJRFACID IH INVIRONMENTAL SCANHIKG 1985-86 
Georgia Center for Continuing Education 

Notai All di«cu««ion» in analysis cowaittec »««ting» linked these issues 
directly to Georgia Center «anageinent concerns or program development. 



Babyboomer values a aspirations 

Aging of America 

Videocassette recorders as a 
mass medium 

Adult illiteracy 

•Accountability* in hi^er education 

Corporate Americans interest in 
public schools 

Corporate classroom 

Human resource development 

Qroving tension between business and 
the non«profit sector 

Litigation es^losioa 

Inadequate child care nationwide 

Direct mail (now leading advertising 

medium) 

Unionisation of non-profits 

Concerns of academic ateinistrators 
regarding continuing education 

E8f>loyer preference for workers with 
associate degrees versus certificates 
or diplomas 



Privitiration (provision of public 
services by private sector) 

Feminization of certain professions 

Entrepreneurial philosophy of 
management 



Value of conferences in disseminating 
research findings 

Public service re-emerging as a 
national value 

Meed for foreign language training 

International perspective (most adults 
lack) 

Middle clasa ;shrin)cing or expanding?) 

Conferencing ^oiqpetition (upsurge in) 

Electronic univarsities 

Thinking a problem solving (missing 
links in schooling) 

Hew technologies in program delivery 

Harketlng (customer demographics) 

Self-directed learning 

Fitness and health movemexit 

Crisis management as a strategy 

*Two Georgias* debate (one affluents 
the other disadvantaged) 

Desktop publishing 

AIDS 

Rural adult post -secondary education 

Personal 6 organizational renewal 

State governors a legislatures (key to 
meeting higher education goals) 
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